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Sars 

Your letter of the 19th ultimo in explanation of the final 
payment to C.F.Sauer on the pay roll for December has been re# 
-ceived, and I beg to say that I am still of the opinion that the 
entry of his time was incorrectly made, as the four days lost 
time charged against him might have occurred previous to the date 
of his removal. 

The month of December had 27 working days (including 
one legal holiday). This number 27,then, represents the max- 
-imnum days for which an employee could have been entitled to com- 
-pensation for services rendered during that month, provided the 
person employed did not cease to be an employee of the mint until 
after the close of the month. If during the month he did 
cease to be an employee (as in the case now referred to) , 26 as 
obvious that the maximum days for him individually must be some 
number less than the total working days (27). 

This Hoister was removed Deeember 27th. After his 
removal there remained four working days. Hence the proper 
number of days to have been eredited to him in the column of 


"No.of Days" was 23. 
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True, the net result can be made to conform by making 
a deduction for "4 days absent"; but in this particular instance 
there was no real “absence” , for no further attendance on his 
part was expected,or could have been required. 

Very ede 
Director of the int. 
Hon.Daniel M.Fox, 
Superintendent U.S.Mint, 


Philadelphia. 
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Treasury Department, 
Bureau of the Mint, 
Washington, D.C., 
March 4, 1887 


Sir: 


Your letter of the 19th ultimo in explanation of the final payment to C.F. Sauer on the 
pay roll for December has been received, and I beg to say that I am still of the opinion that the 
entry of his time was incorrectly made, as the four days lost time charged against him might have 
occurred previous to the date of his removal. 


The month of December had 27 working days (including one legal holiday). This number 
27, then, represents the maximum days for which an employee could have been entitled to 
compensation for services rendered during that month, provided the person employed did not 
cease to be an employee of the mint until after the close of the month. If during the month he did 
cease to be an employee (as in the case now referred to), it is obvious that the maximum days for 
him individually must be some number less than the total working days (27). 


This Hoister was removed December 27th. After his removal there remained four 
working days. Hence the proper number of days to have been credited to him in the column of 
“No. of Days” was 23. 


True, the net result can be made to conform by making a deduction for “4 days absent”; 
but in this particular instance there was no real “absence’’, for no further attendance on his part 
was expected, or could have been required.* 


Very respectfully, 
James P. Kimball 
Director of the Mint. 


Hon. Daniel M. Fox, 
Superintendent U.S. Mint, 
Philadelphia. 


* after the 27th 


